124-9 Hr Point St. 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
December 11, 1967 



Dear Harold, , 

isKB I FIND THIS A MOST UNPLEASANT TASK, BUT I REALLY FEEL YOU HAVE LEFT 

ME NO CHOICE. 

I HAVE NO INTENTION OF EVEN ATTEMPTING TO RESPOND, IN A OETAILED FASHION, 

TO YOUR FOUR PAGES OF RARELY INTELLIGIBLE G I B8ER I SH (DEC 6, ) e YOU HAVE ADDED 

MORE BUT UNNEEDED EVIDENCE TO THE AMPLE ALREADY AVAILABLE THAT YOU ARE A BOOR, 

A BORE, AND AN INGRATE; AND, SAD TO SAY, ONE WHOSE VERACITY [ NO LONGER CAN RELY 
ON. 



Since it is difficult to make sense of such a confused pistache of bomb a st, 

BALONEY, SELF-PITY, AND SELF-PRAISE, i WILL QUALIFY THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS' AS 

indicated. 

j_F, BY YOUR LETTER, YOU MEAN TO DENY THAT IN MY CAR, ON THE NIGHT OF NOVEMBER 
fS ( r 67) YOU PROMISED TO REFRAIN FROM CHALLENGING MY CLAIM TO PRIORITY IN DIS- 
COVERING THE DOUBLE HIT; AND SPECIFICALLY, THAT YOU WOULD REFRAIN FROM DOING SO 
IN YOUR LETTER TO THE SatEVEPoST, THEN YOU ARE LYING. As YOU WELL KNOW, FOR f 
SO TOLD YOU, THIS WAS THE SOLE PURPOSE OF MY ASKING TO SPEAK WITH YOU IN PRIVATE. 

I TOLD YOU I INTENDED TO WRITE THEM, CLAIMING PRIORITY OVER THOMPSON, AND THAT 
I DID NOT WISH TO DO SO UNTIL I WAS SURE THERE WAS NO MISUNDERSTANDING BETWEEN 
US. My PURPOSE WAS PRECISELY TO AVOID A WRANGLE BETWEEN US ON THIS, YOU QUICKLY 
CONCEDED YOU BELIEVED I MADE THE DISCOVERY BEFORE YOU, AND PROM I SEP YOU WOULD 
NOT CLAIM PRIORITY IN YOUR LETTER TO THE SATEVEPOST. AND WHAT DID YOU DO JUST 

five days later? [ quote from your letter of November 23 to Michael Mooney; 
l! However, this incident also put you in a position to know that even 

HIS CLAIM TO DISCOVERING THE DOUBLE HEAT SHOT IS NOT THOMPSON'S. YOU 
MAY RECALL THAT ! PERSUADED DlCK TO PERSUADE YOU TO COME DOWN SO I 
COULD SHOW YOU THINGS IN THE ARCHIVES. FOR HIS OWN REASONS, DlCK CUED 
ME OUT, AND I BLUNDERED IN WITH THE EQUIPMENT I HAD PROMISED TO HAVE 
TO SHOW YOU THINGS JUST BEFORE YOU LEFT. BUT ! DID SHOW YOU THIS. 

Had i not you'd still have unown it because I also published it a year 
ago (WHITEWASH II, =. 221)."' 

Yet, you have the unmitigated gall to state in your letter to me: 

"Is THERE ANYTHING IN EITHER OF MY LETTERS TO DISPUTE THIS, OR TO DENY 
YOU PRIORITY OF D I 3COVERY , IF THAT MEANS SO MUCH TO YOU? I AM UNAWARE 
OF IT IF THERE IS." 

IF BY THE LATTER YOU MEAN TO SAY THAT YOUR STATEMENT TO MOONEY DOES NOT IMPLY 
YOU 'WERE THE ORIGINATOR OF THE DOUBLE HEAD-HIT, THEN HONESTY COMPELS ME AGAIN 
TO SAY, YOU ARE LYING. 

You SAY, "As YOU HAVE TRIED to HELP ME IN SMALL W£YS, SO I HAVE TRIED TO HELP 

you." The small ways that come to mind in which I have tried to help you 
(the case, really) are as follows: 

1. A FULL DAY-ANQ-A-HALF SPENT IN PREPARING COPIES OF THE FOLLOWING MATERIALS 

a. a copy of my "Hypotheses Re: the Zapruder Film” 



B 



photo panels JFK-1, JFK-2, JC-2, JC-1 ; and accompanying notes 
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Co A COPY OF MY QeALEY pLAJjLA MAP, WITH WITNESSES AND LIST. 

(fORj/THE ABOVE, I ^SKED AND RECEIVED THREE EXTRA COPIES OF WHITEWASH) 

2. TIME SPENT ARRANGING APPROXIMATELY FOUR RADIO AND TV APPEARANCES FOR 
YOU LAST JANUARY, T 9 PLUG YOUR THEN NEW WHITEWASH I I, 

3. TIME SPENT ARRANGING YOUR LeS CRANE TV AND AR30GA3T- MaRGOLIS RADIO 
SHOW^ HERE LAST MONTH, TO PLUG 11 OsWaLD IN NEW ORLEANS 11 , AND IN TRY- 
ING (UNSUCCESSFULLY) FOR THE STEVE ALLISON RADIO SHOW. 

4. PLACING, AND COLLECTING FOR, TWO DOZEN WHITEWASH [ [ r S WITH A LOCAL STAND, 
FOR WHICH A CHECK WAS MAILED YOU. 



What you have done for me is as follows: 

1. GAVE ME A QUOTABLE WRITTEN PLUG FOR "THE BaSTARD BULLED 11 

2. SENT ME COPIES OF TWO ONE-PAGE FBI REPORTS ON UNDERWOOD AND DlLLARD, 
RE THE TAGUE CHIP-MARK. 

3« PLACED ONE— TO TWO-DOzEN "BASTARD BALLETS'* IN WASHINGTON BOOK STORES 
(at least, ! KNOW YOU WERE GOING TO MAKE THE EFFORT. If SO, I GUESS 
THEY SOLD NONE, BECAUSE THEY NEVER SENT ME ANY MONEY) 



Nothing else comes to mind, unless perhaps: 

4. YOUR COMPLETE FAILURE TO EVEN ONCE MENTION THSXSxSX "THE BASTARD BULLET 1 ' 
(which CAME OUT SOON BEFORE YOU ARRIVED LAST JANUARY) ON ANY OF THE 
TEN OR MORE SHOWS YOU PARTICIPATED IN IN L.A., IN JANUARY AND NOVEMBER; 
AND THIS DESPITE THE FACT THAT IT WAS I WHO ARRANGED MORE THAN HALF OF 
THEM FOR YOU. 

5. YOUR COMPLETE FAILURE TO MENTION IT IN "PHOTOGRAPH I C 'WHITEWASH 11 , DESPITE 

YOUR PROFOUND APOLOGY TO ME, AS I DROVE YOU TO THE AIRPORT LAST JANUARY, 

FOR YOUR FAILURE TO DO SO ON YOUR L.A. RAD 1 O-TV APPEARANCES. 

6. YOUR C0M8LETE FAILURE TO DO SO, DESPITE PLENTY OF OPPORTUNTTY, ON THE 

TWO RADIO SHOWS WE HEARD YOU ON IN BOSTON THIS SUMMER (slX HOURS ON 

Steve Frederick, and several hours from New York). 

7. your failure to credit me in "Photo. WW" " for the discovery of the 

3 $4-31 5 TRANSPOSITION, DESPITE YOUR STATED INTENTION TO DO SO. 

(TO REFRESH YOU ON THE ABOVE, SEE MY LETTER TO YOU OF AUG 2, f 6? , AND YOUR 

reply of August 7, ’67). 



Again, re the double-hit, I first observed the dou3Le-moti on in my small 
Sx 10 PHOTO PANEL, JFK-1, IN SEPTEMBER T 65 ; AND CONCLUDED A DOUBLE HIT HAD 
BEEN STRUCK WHEN I MADE A 20x20 ENLARGEMENT IN DECEMBER 1 • 



Although, this time in writing, you do accept my earlier discovery, (pg 3 ), 

YOU NEVERTHELESS CLAIM FIRST PUBLICATION. EVEN IF TRUE (WHICH IT IS NOT) WHAT 
WOULD THAT MEAN AS BETWEEN US, WHEN YOU HAVE CONCEDED THAT I DISCOVERED IT FIRST? 

Also, 1 remind you my " Hypotheses" were mailed to you on July 11, 66, which 

BY THEN CONTAINED THE DOUBLE-HIT, AND THEY WERE RECEIVED BY YOU. YWU CLAIM AN 

early December r 66 publication date (WW II). I enclose a copy of an interview 
OF MINE IN EpOCA, (Rome), OF NOVEMBER 27, t 66, WHICH I SCLUDED THE DOUBLE-HIT. 
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I ALSO NOTE THAT ON PAGE 22 t OF WW II YOU 00 NOT SPECIFICALLY STATE A D0U8LE- 
H 1 T HAS SEEN STRUCK, ALTHOUGH, IN YOUR VERY BRIEF PASSAGE SPEAKING OF THE DOUBLE- 
MOT 1 ON , A OOU3LE-HIT IS IMPLIED, [t IS STRIKINGLY UNCHARACTERISTIC OF YOU TO BE 
SO BRIEF OF ANY SINGLE POINT, LET ALONE, ONE SO IMPORTANT, APPEARING FOR WHAT YOU 
BELIEVED TO BE THE FIRST TIME. FURTHERMORE, I CAN FIND NO REFERENCE TO EITHER A 
DOUBLE-HIT OR A D0U3LE MOTION IN PHOTO WW, DESPITE NUMEROUS REFERENCES TO THE 

Zapruder Film. This is a conspicuous and inexplicable omission, unless you d i dn ’t 

THINK MUCH OF IT 3Y TIME YOU WROTE THE LATTER. 

I MUST REMIND YOU, THAT FOR ONE WHO HAS CLAIMED TO HAVE^ADE SIGNIFICANT FINOS IN 
THE ZAPRUOER FILM, YOU HAVE BEEN EXTREMELY EVASIVE WHENEVER I ATTEMPTED TO DIS- 
CUSS THEM WITH YOU, IN WRITING OR IN PERSON. LAST J AJUARY AT BILL 0 ! CoNNELL r S, 
AND AGAIN IN NOVEMBER AT MY HOUSE, THIS WAS ESPECIALLY NOTICEABLE. In FACT, YOU 
BECAME VERY ANGRY WITH ME WHENEVER I BROUGHT THE SUBJECT UP; BEHAVING IN A PARTICU- 
LARLY OAFISH AND LOUD-MOUTHED MANNER; AND DESCRIBED EFFORTS TO RECONSTRUCT A SHOT 
PATTERN FROM THE ZAPRUDER FILM AS "JAMES BoNDISM". STRANGE BEHAVIOR, FOR ONE WHO 
CLAIMS TO KNOW SO MUCH ABOUT THE FILM. 

The reason I tolerated your offensive manners without stronger reaction was that 

I FELT SUCH BEHAVIOR WAS AN INDICATION OF A PECULIARLY ECCENTRIC PERSONALITY; 

AND I DECIDE® TO MAKE ALLOWANCES. I REALIZE NOW THIS WAS AN ERROR ON MY PART; 

AND, TO THE EXTENT THAT MY PASSIVITY MAY HAVE ENCOURAGED YOU TO MAKE AN EVEN 
GREATER ASS OF YOURSELF IN THE PRESENCE OF MY WIFE AND OTHERS, 1 APOLOGIZE. 

Although I do not accuse you, nor do I believe you to be a "sellout", neverthe- 
less YOU WERE SAYING SOME MIGHTY ASININE THINGS EARLIER THIS YEAR WHICH COULD 
HAVE BEEN INTERPRETED AS AN UNPRINCIPLED BID FOR RESPECTABILITY. ! VOICED MY 
DISAPPROVAL TO YOU AT THE TIME (JANUARY) AFTER YOU SAID ON SOME OF YOUR L.A. 

radio-TV appearances: 



1. That the commissioners were among the most honorable, trustworthy, and 

DEDICATED MEN IN THE COUNTRY, AND THEY WERE NOT TO BLAME FOR THE FRAUDU- 
LENT REPORT (YOU EVEN WENT SO FAR AS TO SAY THEY WERE NOT TO BE FAULTED 

FOR THEIR GENERALLY LOUSY ATTENDANCE AT HEARINGS THEY WERE, AFTER ALL, 

VERY BUSY men! ). 

2. The Kennedys, and Bobby specificially, could not be blamed for not having 

LOOKED AT THE EVIDENCE, NOR FOR HAVING FAILED TO TAKE A POSITION FOR A 
NEW INVESTIGATION ONCE IT BECAME OBVIOUS THAT A FRAUD HAD BEEN PERPETRATED. 
(you WERE STILL ATTEMPTING TO PEDDLE THIS HOGWASH ON THE STEVE FREDERICK 

show in August). 

3« You said on the air in January, that you were confident there was 
nothing suspicious in Jack Ruby’s death, because you had seen assured 
of this by his lawyer in Chicago (I forget if it was Elmer Gertz, or 
Sol Dann). 

! trust, for the sake of truth, you are no longerr pushing this line. 

You say; "If you ever write me in this vein again, 1 will not answer". 



I ACCEPT THIS as a PROMISE, NOT A THREAT. In THE PAST, ! HAD DECIDED THAT THE ONLY 

transgression by another critic I would deem sufficient cause for me to sever relations 

WOULD BE AN OUT-AND-OUT SELL-OUT, ALA EPSTEIN OR THOMPSON. !n YOUR CASE, HOWEVER, YOUR 
BEHAVIOR TOWARDS ME, AND THE FACT THAT I NO LONGER FEEL ] CAN RELY ON YOUR WORD, ARE 



SUFFICIENT CAUSE FOR ME TO WANT NOTHING FURTHER TO DO WITH YOU. 




Raymond Marcus 
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P.S. — 

You HAVE DEMONSTRATED GREAT ABILITY AND DEDICATION; AND YOUR WORK CER- 
TAINLY REPRESENTS AN INVALUABLE AND IN MANY IMPORTANT AREAS — A UNIQUE 

kisxx eoNTRt boti on. However, you do yourself, your colleagues, and the record a 

GROSS INJUSTICE BY YOUR CONSTANT SELF-PUFFERY J ANO STATEMENTS, EXPLICIT* AND 
IMPLICIT, SAYING THAT ALL OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS ARE MINOR COMPARED TO YOURS, 

TO MOST OBJECTIVE OBSERVERS, THIS IS DEMONSTRABLY UNTRUE, FOR OTHERS HAVE ALSO 
MADE CONTRIBUTIONS — ANO FREQUENTLY IN AREAS WHERE YOU HAVE NOT BEEN AS STRONG. 

Your ceaseless allegations that almost all the other critics have stolen 

YOUR MATERIAL, i KNOW OF MY OWN KNOWLEDGE NOT TO BE TRUE IN MOST O ASES . 

Although you name only one of this group, Lane, ! see nothing in his, my own, kxxx Maggie’s 
Penn's, Lifton’s, Sylvia's, or Vince's work that I believe was taken from you. To the 

EXTENT THAT YOU CAN DOCUMENT INDIVIDUAL GASES, THEN SUCH COMPLAINTS ARE CER- 
TAINLY JUSTIFIED — BUT YOU HAVE GAINED THE REPUTATION OF ALLEGING VIRTUALLY 
EVERYTHING OF VALUE WAS FIRST DISCOVERED BY YOU. The REPITITION AND FRE- 
QUENCY OF YOUR CLAIMS DEADEN THE SENSES. THEY MAY HAVE THAT EFFECT ON FUTURE 
HISTORIANS ALSO. 

Therefore, you would do yourseef and the accuracy of the record a service by 

REFRAINING FROM SUCH CHARGES UNLESS YOU PROVE THEM; AND, TO AT LEAST REDUCE 
IN STRIDENCY YOUR AUTO-CONGRATULATORY PAEANS. 




